not even thinking of evolutionarily young lineages such as hominins. But even then there is a major problem: what if new fossils are found and they are nested somewhere down the stem line? What about fossils in general? In a consistent system, it would require taking into account all taxa, including extinct ones, and a re-ranking whenever something new is discovered. This goal is neither desirable nor attainable.
In summary, the result of this lack of objectivity is that the rank-based system is arbitrarily chosen, lacks any comparability and furthermore does not convey any scientifically relevant information. What can we learn from these ranks? We can neither infer anything about the phylogenetic relations and position of a given taxon, nor anything about its biodiversity. It is consequently absolutely irrelevant whether chordates are ranked as a 'Phylum' or a 'Superphylum', because in fact they are neither. The only thing that (at least so far) seems unambiguous is that they represent a monophyletic taxon within deuterostomes. The important and interesting questions concern the search for the sister taxon and the phylogenetic relationships within chordates, which indeed is discussed by Satoh et al. [1] and others (e.g. [13, 14] ). The hierarchical rank, however, is at best superfluous.
As a final conclusion, we would like to quote the late Peter Ax (1927 Ax ( -2013 : 'Ein konsequent phylogenetisches System kann nur unter Ausmerzung aller Kategorien errichtet werden und ist in der Lehre entsprechend frei von Kategorien wiederzugeben'. ('A consistent phylogenetic system can only be constructed by the eradication of all ranks, and accordingly has to be taught without ranks', p. 19 [translated by the authors]) [11] .
